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The major purpose of this study was to investigate the 
effect of technology of extended products on consumers‘ 
perceived level of risk attitude in different types of 
brand extensions• 
Three varieties of perceived risk towards the 
extension, financial risk, performance risk and social risk 
were measured and compared. 
The findings of this study indicated that perceived 
level of financial risk and performance risk toward a brand 
extension vary inversely with level of technology of the 
extended product. Also, perceived level of social risk 
towards the brand extension also varies inversely with the 
level of technology of the extended products with the 
exception of Type II extensions which involve technically 
p 
simple brands making technically simple products. 
The second purpose of this study was to investigate 
the various aspects of the extended products and the 
branded products which affect the overall perceived risk 
attitude towards different types of extensions. The 
vi 
empirical results indicated that different variables were 
involved in determining consumers' overall risk attitude 
toward different types of extensions. 
Recommendations were also made for marketers who 
conduct brand extensions involving technically complex and 








1.1 Need for the study 
Brand extension has been a major topic for marketers 
to work on for the past ten years. It involves the 
exploitation of an already developed brand name for the 
introduction of new products. One of the major concerns of 
marketers in brand extension is the transferability of 
favourable attributes to the extended product. Most studies 
done in the past decade concentrated in studying effects of 
brand breath, fit of the extended product and the products 
of the original brand/ effect of quality of original brand 
using low involvement products. However, effect of 
perceived technological level of the existing, branded 
products and the extended product on risk attitudes of 
consumers has been left out of the studies. 
« 
In addition to the factors studied in the past decade, 
the current study is designed to look at how the difference 
between the perceived technological level of the original 
； 、 
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branded product and that of the extended product affects 
the risk attitude of consumers in high involvement 
purchases. In view of the increasing number of brand 
extensions carried out by different companies, the current 
research is designed in the hope that relevant relationship 
between different criteria like level of technology of the 
original brand and the extended product, perceived risk 
attitude, willingness to buy the extended products could be 
identified in order to help marketers develop a better 
strategy in brand extension. 
The overall objective of this study is to investigate 
the effects of perceived level of technology of recognised 
brand on consumer's attitudes in high involvement product 
extensions. 
The specific objectives of this research are as 
follows: 
(1) To investigate the effect of perceived performance 
risk on willingness to buy in high involvement product 
extension situations. 
(2) To investigate the effect of perceived financial 
risk on willingness to buy in high involvement, product 
extension situations. 
(3) To investigate the effect of the perceived social 
risk on willingness to buy in high involvement product 
extension situations. 
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(4) To investigate the effect of perceived quality of 
the original brand's products on consumer's risk 
perceptions• 
(5) To investigate the effect of fit between the 
extended products and the existing branded product on 
consumer's overall perceived risk attitude towards the 
extension. 
In the following chapter, a summary of literature on 
brand extension will be described. Then, the concept of 
perceived risk model and the variables affecting the 
transfer of favourable attitudes to the extended products 








Although the history of brand extension dates back to 
the 6 0 [ G a m b l e , 1967] it was not until the 1980s that 
brand extension took off. 
« 
"When the marketing history of the decade is written, 
the single most important trend will have to be brand 
extension" [Ries and Trout 1981]. 
In 1979, Tauber proposed a systematic approach to 
research and select brand extensions. Since the benefits of 
brand extension fitted perfectly with the corporate needs 
of the 1980s and accordingly, the concept took off [Tauber 
1988]• 
For many consumer products, the cost of entering new 
f . 
markets has become formidable. Brown [1985] estimated that 
the introduction of a new brand in some consumer markets 
costs from $50 million to more than 100 million, with a 
total estimated costs of $150 million [Tauber 1988]• The 
dramatic surge of the media costs, the extensive use of 
promotion and the increasing costs and difficulty in 
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procuring distribution channels all drives the cost of 
introduction of new brands to a level much higher than that 
of the 1970s. Using established brand names to facilitate 
entering new markets is therefore a clever marketing ploy. 
One such approach is line extension, whereby a current 
brand name is used to enter a new market segment in its 
product class. Another approach is brand extension, whereby 
a current brand name is used to enter a completely 
different product class. The strategy of introducing new 
products as extensions has become widespread. In the United 
States, from 1977 to 1984, approximately 40% of the 120 to 
175 new brands that were introduced into supermarkets 
annually were extensions [Nielsen 1985]• In 1986, more than 
$15 billion in retail sales and more than 34% of apparel 
and accessory sales comprised products that were licenses 
or trademarks of brand names [Kesler 1987]. 
In a world of high product failure rates, brand 
extension offers a graceful way for many firms to take 
advantage of brand name recognition and image to enter new 
markets. The leverage of a strong brand name is attractive. 
By providing consumers the familiarity of and knowledge 
about an established brand, the risk of introducing a 
product in a new market can be substantially reduced. Brand 
extensions can also reduce the costs in procuring 
distribution and enhance the efficiency of promotional 
expenditures [Morein 1975]. 
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Brand name is perhaps one of the most important assets 
owned by a business. The exploitation of this asset through 
brand extension is strategically important. Damaging 
associations could result from wrong extension. The wrong 
extension may devalue the brand asset itself and it may be 
extensive or even ‘ impossible to change [Ries and Trout 
1981]• Further, the decision usually involves an important 
strategic growth thrust. If the judgement is wrong, 
substantial time and resources are lost and other market 
opportunities may be missed, 
The benefits of brand extension has been well 
recognised [Abrams, 1981; Time, 1981; Stern 1985; Alsop, 
1984; Freeman and Winters, 1986; Newsweek, 1985]• However, 
a structure to help marketers understand what can be 
leveraged in a brand have by no means well established. 
2.1 Rrand extension 
The appropriateness of a company's corporate 
structure, applicability of capital resources, and ability 
of personnel in the new market are crucial factors for 
successful brand extension- It also calls for a favourable 
I 
attitude transfer from the current branded products to the 
t 
new product. In order to understand whether and how this 
transfer occurs, an understanding of the way which 





The perception of brand extensions appear to involve 
a categorization process. In this process, a new product is 
judged according to the compatibility of its membership in 
category (perceived "fit")• Within the category is a 
product or a sets of products with some recognised brand 
name as identifiable label. If there is a perceived fit of 
an extension with the brand, the beliefs and affect 
associated with this brand category may transfer to the 
extension [Cohen and Basu 1987]; [Fiske 1982]; [Levy and 
Tybout 1989]; [Sujan 1985]. Accordingly, those brand 
associations exert considerable influence to the 
evaluations of the extension [Cohen and Areni, 1990]; Fiske 
and Pavelchak, 1986]; and [Sujan, 1985]• The influence may 
manifest through two different possible processes: 
category-based and piecemeal-based evaluations. These two • « 
processes will be discussed as follows. 
2.2 Process of categorization 
2.2.1 Cateaorv structure 
As defined by Mavis and Rosch [1981, p.89], "a 
category exists whenever two or more distinguishable 
objects are treated equivalently•“ Rosch, Simpson, and 
I 
Miller [1976]; Smith, Shoben, and Rips [1974] went on to 
suggest that it is the non-equivalence of category members, 
or "graded s t r u c t u r e , that sets categories apart from 
unordered sets. 
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Graded structure and a second characteristic of 
category structure, brand breadth, are relevant for 
understanding how judgements of new brands are formed. 
2.2.2 Graded structure 
The degree of typicality, or representativeness of 
members within the same category may vary. For example, a 
• 
robin is perceived as more typical of the category "bird" 
than is an ostrich. Even for nonmeiobers from different 
categories, the perceived differences may vary and depend 
on the typicality of a nonmember in its category. For 
example, an unrelated object such as a chair is a better 
nonmember of a category "bird" than is a butterfly. This 
range, in category representativeness, between the most 
typical members of a category and the least similar 
nonmembers to the category terms as the "graded structure" 
[Barsalou 1985; Mervis and Rosch 1981]. This "graded 
structure" has been demonstrated for a variety of consumer 
categories [Loken and Ward 1987; Ward and Loken 1986]• In 
the context of brand extension, graded structure implies 
that some products are more representative of a brand 
category than are others• 
2-2.3 p r m a b r抑 g t h 
Brand breadth is another structure of brand knowledge 
that affects the evaluations of brand extension. It refers 
to the variability among product types represented by a 
product name. For example, the category "P&G products" 
9 
would be extremely narrow if the only product type were 
Soap. However, it would be extremely broad if it also 
included washing machines and helicopters. 
Brand breadth appears to be a result of the typicality 
of brand extensions. If extensions are consistently focused 
in new products similar to the current ones, a narrow brand 
breath results. If extensions are, on the other hand, very 
different from current products, a broad brand breadth 
results. As new products being introduced, the beliefs of 
the typicality of the category will be revised. 
2.2.4 The effect: of brand breadth on perceived typicality 
Brand breadth and perceived typicality interacted with 
one another. For a brand with a broad brand breadth, an 
extension that was essentially the same as a current 
product was perceived as not as typical as that of a brand 
with a narrow brand breadth. Accordingly, a narrow brand 
has an advantage over a broader brand in introducing a new 
products similar to the current products. 
On the other hand, for moderate discrepant extensions, 
the perceived typicality may increase with brand breadth. 
However, brand breadth and typicality are relative. For 
extremely discrepant extensions, brand breadth had little 
effect on the perceived typicality. 
In some cases, the products are so discrepant that 
they make the brand category seem relatively narrow 
regardless of the brand breadth. As a result, neither a 
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narrow brand such as Campell's nor a broader brand such as 
3M would have an advantage in offering an extremely 
discrepant extension such as helicopter [Boush and Loken, 
1991]. 
2.3 Piecemeal Evaluation Processes 
The way in which the affect associated with the 
category generalizes to the extended brand is crucial to 
the understanding of the evaluation process. Fisbein and 
Ajzen [1975] viewed attitude as the location of an object 
or concept on an affective dimension. Attitudes toward 
brand extensions can be formed in two ways. 
The first process has been termed "analytical" [Cohen 
1982], "piecemeal" [Fiske 1982], or "computational" [Brooks 
1978] where an attitude is "computed" from specific 
attributes of the extension. These computational models 
[Bettman, Capon, and Lutz 1975) is useful in predicting 
consumer attitudes and diagnosing the bases of attitudes. 
However, the models do not aim at describing the conscious 
evaluation processes• 
The second group of models (cf. Brewer 1988; Fiske 
1982; Srull and Wyer 1989] relies on categorization process 
to describe attitude formation. When a new instance (e.g., 
a brand extension) is identified as belonging to a defined 
category (e.g, a brand), the- attitude associated with that 
category can be transferred to the new instance. Fiske 
argues that an object will receive the attitude associated 
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with the category if it is perceived to fit the category. 
Similarly, Srull and Wyer suggested that people attempt to 
form general impressions of other people and will use such 
impression both to assess new information and to make 
subsequent judgements. 
Other researchers who describe attitudes as being 
associated with a category rather than generated by 
inferences about individual attributes have examined affect 
referral [Wright 1976] and category-based processing 
t 
[Sujan 1985]. 
The process of retrieval of prior affect and 
computation of affect are not mutually exclusive. Retrieved 
affect influences the beliefs about a product and hence, 
influencing the attitude toward the product. 
Fiske and Palvelchak [1986] proposed a two step 
process for evaluation which explicitly incorporates both 
retrieval and computational process. The first step is the 
matching of the new object with a current category. If 
categorization is successful, the affect associated with 
the category label is transferred to the new object. The 
evaluation process, by then, is completed. If the matching 
I 
is poor, piecemeal processes are elicited. The affect is 
computed through a weighted combination of attributes. 
Smith, Shoben and Rips [1974] propose a two step model 
for judging whether a concept of object is a member of a 




match the features of the category with the features of the 
object. When there is a clear match or a clear mismatch, 
• the process is complete. When some features match and some 
do not match, a second, slower stage of processing is 
necessary. During the second stage, a more careful 
comparison of defining features of the category is made to 
determine whether the object is a member of the category. 
Both the Fiske and Pavelchak model and the Smith, Shoben, 
and Rips model involve a two stage process. The first stage 
is rapid and global whereas the second stage is slower and 
more deliberate. However, the former model describes 
affective responses to a new object; the latter model 
addresses category membership but not affect. 
2.4 Bases for tihe evaluation of the goodness o f _ f i t 
Enlightened by the concept of object categorization 
[Rosch and Mervis, 1975; Tversky 1977], researchers 
proposed that, in the context of brand extension, perceived 
fit is a function of product-similarity judgements in which 
consumers compare some aspects of the existing set of 
products with those of the extension product. 
Aaker and Keller [1990], using real brand names, 
examined how consumers form attitudes toward brand 
extensions. The university of Minnesota Consumer Behaviour 
Seminar [1987] measured subjects' evaluations of various 
extensions for a fictitious manufacturer of calculators. 
Various bases of perceived fit between the original and 
•i • 
13 
extension product classes have been identified. These bases 
were (1) complementarity, or the extent to which extensions 
and existing products share the same usage context, (2) 
substitutability, or the extent to which one product can 
replace the other in satisfying the same need, and (3) 
， 
transferability, or the degree to which the manufacturing 
skill that is required for the extension overlaps with what 
already exists• 
Smith and Park [1990] also identified multiple bases 
of product feature similarity and measured their effects on 
sales of brand extension. Chakravarti, Maclnnis, and 
Nakamoto [1990]; Farquhar, Herr, and Fazio [1989] have 
examined how the "relatedness" (similarity) of the product 
category is associated with existing brand products and the 
brand extensions and/or purchase intentions. Generally 
speaking, the relationship between product feature 
similarity and consumers' evaluations, purchase intentions, 
and sales of brand extensions are found to be positive. 
Although similarity or "relatedness" is certainly an 
important basis for the evaluation of perceived fit between 
a brand and its extensions, it may not be the only basis on 
which consumers evaluate perceivea fit. According to Murphy 
and Medin [1985], people may have their own theories, other 
than the object-to-object similarity, relationships among 
objects need to be considered along side with object 
similarity. Category members may "hang together" as they 
are understood to share some concept. "Objects such as a 
• . -
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pet, a photo album, and a wallet do not appear to be 
similar, but they may be seen as fitting together when a 
conceptual label, such as "objects removed from a house 
during a fire", is provided" [Barsalou 1983]. The view of 
Murphy and Medin is applicable to the understanding of the 
perceived fit of brand extension. 
Apart from product feature similarity, brand concept 
consistency is also important for the evaluations of brand 
extensions. Birand concepts differ from product features. 
Brand concept is the positioning of the product which 
differentiates the products from other brand's products in 
the same product category [Park, Jaworski, and Maclnnis 
1986]• Product features are attributes which varies from 
the physical nature (e.g. size) to beneficial aspects of 
the product (e.g. water resistance). The particular 
arrangement of product features (e.g., high price, 
expensive looking design, etc.) and a firm's efforts to 
create meaning from these arrangements can create unique 
abstract meanings to brand names. Both the Seiko and Rolex 
names belong to the watch product category and share many 
product-level associations at various abstraction levels. 
However, through brand concept activities [Park et. al. 
f 
1986], only Rolex has became associated with the concepts 
of luxury and high status. 
Empirically, product feature similarity, by itself, 
does not adequately explain brand extension evaluations. 




perceived fit of an extension is a dual function of product 
feature similarity and brand concept consistency. Both of 
these two components appear to be taken into account by 
consumers in the evaluation of brand extensions. 
r 
t 、 





3.1 FonmlatioTi of tiie perceived RigK Hodejl 
3.1.1 The component: of perceived risk 
The construct has been conceptualised as a dual 
component, multi-faceted phenomenon since Bauer‘s 
introduction of perceived risk to consumer behaviour [Bauer 
[I960]. One of the two components of perceived risk is 
defined as “ a 'chance' aspect where the focus is on 
probability (of losing)" and the other component is defined 
as "a 'danger' aspect where the emphasis is on severity of 
negative consequences.“ [Kogan and Wallach 1964]. 
While adopting these components, Sieber, et. al. 
f •  
[1964], Cunningham [1967], and Hansen [1972] have 
delineated a multiplicative model which could be described 
as 
PR= f S(PL.IL) [1] 
Where PR= Perceived risk 




IL=Iittportance of a loss 
3.1.2 The facets of perceived risk 
Six facets of risk have been identified. Jacob and 
Kaplan [1972] has discussed all six and argued that they 
are conceptually independent. However, most studies have 
dealt with a combinations of these six facets. Cunningham 
[1967, p. 83] omitted psychological risk and discussed five 
of the following risk facets: 
"Possible social consequences, financial loss, 
physical loss, loss of time (inconvenience), or simply a 
product that does not work.“ [Cunningham 1967, p. 83] 
Roselius [1971], combined social and psychological 
risk into "ego loss" and omitting performance risk. Four 
risk facets has been discussed: (1) time loss, (2) hazard 
(physical) loss, (3) ego loss, and (4) money (financial) 
loss. Bauer [1960] and Arndt [1967] coiftbined psychological 
and social risk into "psychological" risk. Perry and Hamm 
[1969] combined social and financial risk and analyzed 
"socioeconomic" risk; Taylor [1974] argued that there are 
only two dimensions, functional/economic and psychological 
/social risks. 
In view of the above studies, while adopting the dual 
components* of perceived risk, a three-faceted model of 
perceived risk have been posited. The three risk facets are 
1 、 
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(1) financial risk, (2) performance risk, and (3) social 
risk. 
OPR= f S(Ri) 
where OPR= Overall perceived risk 
Ri= risk facets (financial, performance, 
social losses) 
3.1.3 Discussion 
Empirical researches of perceived risk have been 
confined to the measurements of either the risk facets or 
the risk components but seldom the two together. Bauer, 
Cox, Cunningham, and the others at Harvard, Cox [1967] as 
well as Copley and Callum [1971] and Hirsch, et. al. [1972] 
employed general measures of both uncertainty and 
importance components but does not delineates the various 
facets of risk. Perry and Hamm [1969], Schiffman [1972], 
Roselius [1971], Jacoby and Kaplan [1972], and Zikmund and 
Scott [1973], however, employed a general measure for each 
facet but neglected the components of perceived risk. 
Further, instead of measuring the two components, Jacoby 
and Kaplan [1972] suggested the following model for overall 
perceived risk: 
I * 
OPR= f 2(UFR.CFR)； (UPRl.CPRl)； (UPR2.CPR2)； 
(UPR3.CPR3); (USR-CSR) + error 
where OPR = overall perceived risk 
UFR = Uncertainty of financial risk 
CFR = consequences of financial risk 
-
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UPRi = uncertainty of performance risk 
CPRi = Consequences of performance risk 
UPRa = uncertainty of physical risk 
CPRa = consequences of physical risk 
UPR3 = uncertainty of psychological risk 
CPR3 = consequences of psychological risk 
USR = uncertainty of social risk 
CSR = consequences of social risTc 
The relationship between the facets is by no means 
thoroughly studied. But it seems to have three 
possibilities. It may be exponential, a multiplicative, or 
an additive formulation. 
I f the perceived risk were zero for one facet, a 
multiplicative or exponential formulation would imply that 
the overall perceived risk would be zero. The 
multiplicative and exponential formulations are, therefore, 
rejected. 
An additive model is formulated which is depicted as: 
OPRj = f S ( P L i ” I L i� 
where OPR， = overall perceived risk for brand j 
PLij = probability of loss i from purchase of 
brand j 
ILij = importance of loss from purchase of 
brand j ‘ 
I 香 港 中 文 大 學 圖 書 狩 藏 翥 
-k 
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In this extended model, perceived risk is depicted not 
only as a multiplicative function of probability of loss 
and importance of loss as in equation [1], but also an 
additive model of the various facets of risk as in equation 
[2]. 
3.2 Formulation of risk perception 
Successful brand extension calls for a favourable 
attitude transfer from the current branded products to the 
new product. We believe risk perception is crucial to the 
formation of attitudes towards the branded products and 
hence influencing the intent of purchasing. 
We postulated perceived risk, in the context of high 
involvement purchase, is a function of (1) consumer's past 
experience with the original brand; (2) perceived 
similarity (goodness of fit) between the existing branded 
product and the extended product as well as (3) the 
characteristics of the extended product itself. Figure 3.1 
represents the posited .relationships between the various 
variables• 
The probability of buying the extended product depends 
on the level of perceived risk. As we have already 
discussed, a three facets and a dual components model of 
perceived risk is adopted. The three risk facets are 
financial, social and performance risks and the two 
components are probability and importance of loss. 
21 
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Figure 3.1 Posited relationships between various 
variables. 
Among the different product features in the extended 
product, we believe differences in perceived technological 
level of the branded products and the extended product are 
particularly important in consumers' risk perception. Hie 
perceived technological level of the brand may also have 
substantial effect on the risk perception of the extended 
product. For a brand with a high perceived level of 
technology, the following three hypothesis were generated. 
/ 
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Hi: For a brand with high perceived level of 
technology, the perceived performance risk is 
higher if the brand is going to extend to high 
technology products, than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products. 
、I 
Ha: For a brand with a high perceived level of 
technology, the perceived financial risk is 
higher if the brand is going to extend to high 
technology products, than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products• 
H3： For a brand with a high perceived level of 
technology, the perceived social risk is higher 
if the brand is going to extend to high 
technology products, than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products. 
For a brand with a low level of technology, the 
following three hypothesis were generated. 
H “ For a brand with a low perceived level of 
technology, the perceived performance risk is 
higher if the brand is going to extend to high 
technology products/ than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products• 
Hs： For a brand with a low perceived level of 
technology, the perceived financial risk is 
higher if the brand is going to extend to high 
23 
technology products, than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products• 
For a brand with a low perceived level of 
© 
technology, the perceived social risk is higher 
‘ if the brand is going to extend to high 
technology products, than if the brand is going 
to extend to low technology products. 
Following the conventional studies, we operationalise 
the perceived goodness of fit in terms (1) substitutabi1ity 
(extent to which the products were substitutes that they 
would select between in certain usage situations)； (2) 
complementarity (extent the subjects would be likely to use 
together in certain situations) as well as (3) 
transferability (the perceived ability of a competent 
manufacturer in the original product class to make the 
product extension). The hypotheses were: 
H7: The overall perceived risk decreases as the 
complementarity between the core brand products 
and the extended product increases. 
Ha： The overall perceived risk decreases as the 
substitutabi1ity between the core brand products 
and the extended product increases. 
H，： The overall perceived risk decreases as the 
transferability between the core brand products 
and the extended product increases• 
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Besides the characteristics of the extended product 
itself, risk perception of the extended product also varied 
with perceived quality of the existing products. 
Accordingly, the following hypothesis is generated. 
Hio： The overall perceived risk decreases as the 









This study consists of two phases. Phase I is a 
qualitative research on consumers' perception towards the 
technological level of some recognised brand names and 
types of products. Phase two is a quantitative research on 
consumers' risk attitude toward brand extension. 
4.2 Phase I: Qualitative research 
All subjects first evaluated a population of 63 
recognizable brands and 63 types of high involvement 
products on their perceived level of technology, price, 
t 
quality on a 7-points scales. 
The 63 brands name were chosen because of their 
familiarity in the market. Different brand names were 
chosen to include high level and low level of technology, 
high price and low price, high quality and low quality 
products in each product category eg. expensive Mercedes 
Benz automobiles vs low-priced Daihatsu automobiles, Rolex 
26 
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watches vs Seiko watches etc.• And the 63 product 
categories were also chosen which represented both high 
technology and low technology, high price and low price, 
high quality and low quality products. 
The 63 brands and 63 product categories were randomly 
assigned into 3 separate groups.‘ Each group included 21 
brand names and 21 product categories. Three sets of 
questionnaire with 3 groups of brand names and product 
categories were used in the pretest. 
The number of brands and product categories was 
limited to 21 in order to control the length of the 
questionnaire in an attempt to avoid respondent fatigue• 
Since the questionnaires were of repeated measures type, 
this precaution is felt to be warranted. 
Brands which were perceived to be associated with high 
level and low level of technology were identified in the 
Phase I research. 
4.3 Phase XI： quantitative research 
Just as brand extension typicality and brand breath 
are expected to influence attitudes toward brand extension, 
f V 
we expected perceived level of technology of the original 
brand and the extended product categories would influence 
perceived risk of the potential purchase• 
In the second stage of study, the perceived level of 
risk eg. performance, social, financial risk for the brand 
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4.4.2 Pti^g^ XI； Q u m t i t ^ t i v g 取egQ费rch 
Subjects were 200 B.B.A. and M.B.A. students enrolled 
in the Chinese University of Hong Kong. The experimenter 
began by explaining the idea of brand extensions and the 
concepts of financial, social and performance risks to the 
subjects. The subjects were also told that this was a study 
which investigated consumers' reactions to different brand 
extensions. By then, subjects were instructed to answer a 
seven point scaled questionnaires. 
A total of four sets of questionnaires have been 
distributed which consists of 4 imaginary brand extensions. 
These 4 postulated extensions comprise basically four types 
of extensions as tabulated in Table 4.1. 
The four types of extensions are (i) Type I: brand 
extensions from brands which have a high overall perceived 
technological level to products which have a high perceived 
technological level (ii) Type II: brand extensions from 
brands which have a high overall perceived technological 
level to products which have a low perceived technological 
level. (iii) Type III: brand extensions from brands which 
have a low overall perceived technological level to 
t . 
products which have a high overall perceived technological 
level. (vi) Type IV: brand extensions from brands which 
have a low overall perceived technological level to 




Table 4.1 Simulated extensions used in Phase II 
Simulated extensions 
Type I BMW microwave oven 
Type II IBM's Jeans 
Type III Sparkle's Photocopier 
Type IV Yasaki‘s T-shirt 
t 





HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS FROM PHASE I 
A total of 172 usable questionnaires were obtained. Of 
the total usable questionnaires, 68 dealt with the first 
group of brand names and product categories, 60 and 40 
dealt with the second and the third group of brand names 
and product categories respectively• Brands which were 
perceived to be of high and low level of technology were 
identified• Also, products which have high or low perceived 






Table 5.1 Brand names and products identified in Phase I 
Brand Name Product category 
Low Level of High level of Low level of High level of 
technology technology technology technology 
Giordano BMW T-shirt Video camera 
Sparkle Mercedes Benz Handbag Automobile 
Crocodile Jaguar Golf Swing Personal 
computer 
Yasaki Sony Jacket Microwave 
oven 
Esprit Casio Paint Mobile phone 
YSL Rolex Tie Television 
set 
Puma IBM Birthday Hi-fi 
Card 
Rolls Royce Ear-ring Electronic 
dictionary 
Kenwood Socks Fax machine 
Porsche Jeans Photocopier 
Wallet Electronic 
pocket diary 
track suit Camera 











HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS FROM PHASE II 
6.1 
First the perceived risk indices are formed by 
multiplying the probability and importance scores of each 
facets. 
Q3a * Q4a = Perceived Financial Risk 
Q3b * Q4b = Perceived Performance Risk 
Q3c * Q4c = Perceived Social Risk 
Second, the overall risk indices are formed by adding 
the 3 risk indices together. After these tasks are 
accomplished. 4 separate sets from 4 brand extensions are 
formed. These data sets are then used for the regression 
analysis. 
I 
Overall Perceived Risk (OPR)= Perceived Performance Risk 
+ Perceived Financial Risk 





6-2 RggrgggjiQn analysjg 
Two regressions runs were performed. 
The first regression equation used OPR as the 
dependent variable. The independent variables were the 
technological level and the quality of extended product and 
the original branded products; complementarity; 
substitutability and perceived technical difficulty. 
This procedure is used to determine the total amount 
of variance of overall perceived risk level explained by 
the four variables. 
In the second regression analysis, three individual 
levels of risk were regressed against the level of 
willingness to buy. 
This procedure is used to determine the total amount 
of variance of the level of willingness to buy explained by 
the score of the three risk levels. 
Basically, the data were treated as four groups 
according to the type of the simulated extensions. The four 
types of extensions are 
> 
(i) Type I: brand extension from brand which has a 
high overall perceived technological level to 
products which have a high perceived technological 
level• 
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(ii) Type II: brand extension from brand which has a 
high overall perceived technological level to 
products which have a low perceived technological 
level. 
(ii) Type III: brand extensions from brand which has 
r 
a low overall perceived technological level to 
products which have a high overall . perceived 
technological level• 
(iv) Type IV: brand extensions from brand which have 
a low overall perceived technological to products 







6.3 Empirical results and discussions 
6.3.1 Product extiensions of a high Perceivea teclUlQlogY 
brand . 
6.3.1.1 Effect： of technology on individual p e r c e i v e d r i s K 
taggtg 
Table 6.1 shows the mean score of each of the three 
facets, i.e. the financial, performance and social risk in 
extension Type I and Type II. Both the perceived financial 
(p<0.05) and performance risk (p<0.05) in extension Type I 
is significantly higher than that of the extension Type II. 
It indicates that, as the technology of extended product 
increases, the perceived financial and performance also 
increases. This statistically significant results supports 
our hypothesis of Hi and Ha. 
High technology products are usually more expensive. 
Therefore it is normal that perceived financial risk 
increases as the technology of the extended products 
increases. Also, high technology products are relatively 
complicated, it may have considerable performance risk. As 
a result, perceived performance risk increases as the 
technology of the extended products increases. 
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Table 6.1 Comparing the mean scores of the three risk 
facets 
Financial Performance Social 
Risk Risk Risk 
Type I 34.53 38.10 19.37 
Type 工工 5.97 10.16 16.87 
t values 13.42 12.19 1.506 
t at C.I.=95% 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Since the mean score of social risk in extension Type 
I is not significantly higher than that of the extension of 
Type 11 (p>0.05), it does not support our hypothesis of H^. 
For a brand name with a high perceived technological 
level, extension to products with high or low technology 
products makes no difference in perceived social risk to 
the consumers. It implies that the brand breadth of high 
technology brand name is broader• Consumers are more 
receptive to its extended products. If the brand is going 
to extend to low technology but high involvement product, 
the brand name can therefore be leveraged to minimise 




6.3.1.2 Factors affecting the overall perceived risk 
‘ attitudes 
A. Tyne 1= extension Ho tiiah technology product; 
The results of regression (1) is 
CI = 154 + 4.08 C2 - 8.37 C3 - 3.9 C4 - 2.36 C5 
+ 3.16 C6 - 4.07 C7 - 7.22 C8 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P 
Constant 154.05 37.90 4.06 0-001 
C2 4.082 3.330 1.23 0.233 
C3 -8.369 6.244 -1.34 0.194 
C4 -3.92 11.88 -0.33 0.745 
C5 -2.358 7.424 -0.32 0,754 
C6 3.159 2.837 1.11 0.278 
C7 -4.075 3.810 -1.07 0.296 
C8 -7.217 4.705 -1.53 0.139 
R-sq = 42.6% R-sq(adj) = 24.4% 
I 
where 
CI 二 overall perceived risk 
C2 = technology of extended products 
C3 = quality of extended product 
C4 == complementary of extended products 
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C5 = substitutability of extended products 
C6 = technical/production difficulty in making 
extended products 
C7 = technology of existing branded products 
C8 = quality of existing branded products 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F P 
Regression 7 5645.0 806,4 2.34 0.061 
Error 22 7593.0 345.1 
Total 29 13238.0 
At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of the 
regression is significant. The overall quality of existing 
branded products (C8) has a negative and substantial 
association with the Overall Perceived Risk (OPR or CI). 
This reveals that, in the case of extension to high 
technology products from high perceived technology brand, 
the attitude of the quality of the existing branded 
products may be transferred to the extended high technology 
product during brand evaluation. 
Out of the three measures of goodness of fit i.e. 
complementarity (C4), substitutability (C5) and technical/ 
production difficulty (C6), only the measure of 
transferability (technical production difficulty) affects 
the OPR. The beta coefficients of complementarity and 
substitutability are not significant. 
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The technical production difficulty measures the 
perceived ability of a competent manufacturer in the 
original product class to make the product extension. As 
the perceived technical difficulty increases with the OPR, 
it implies that, an image of expertise in technical know-
how may help in the extension of high technology product. 
f i�- Importance of individual risk facets on 
willingness to buv 
The result of the regression equation (3) is 
C9 = 4.83 - 0.0075 CIO + 0.0103 Cll- 0.0701 C12 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P 
Constant 4•8257 0.9813 4.92 0.000 
CIO -0.00751 0.03917 -0.19 0.849 
Cll 0.01026 0.03820 0.27 0.790 
C12 -0.07008 0.03828 -1.83 0.079 
s = 1.090 R-sq = 12.2% R-sq(adj) = 2 . 0 % 
C9 = willingness to buy the extended products 
C10= perceived financial risk 
t -
Cll= perceived performance risk 
CI2= perceived social risk 
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Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F p 
Regression 3 4.284 1.428 1.20 0.329 
Error 26 30.916 1.189 , 
Total 29 35•200 
At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of he 
regression equation is not significant. Of the three risk 
facets i.e., perceived financial risk (CIO), perceived 
performance risk (Cll) and perceived social risk (C12), 
none of the beta coefficients is significant. 
For high technology products, particularly in Hong 
Kong's environment, the perceived quality and price of most 
of the products do not vary greatly. Thus, consumers may 
perceive the performance and price of high technology 
products as more or less constant or "standardised". 
Accordingly, financial risk and performance risk may not be 
primary factors affecting willingness to buy. 
However, in high involvement purchase, the decision 
making process is complex. Consumers may undergo active 
I -
information searching. Opinions of the peer groups may have 
considerable influence on the formation of attitude toward 
a particular brand. Accordingly, social risk should have 
« 
considerable influence on willingness to buy. However, 
contrary to our expectation, the effect of social risk on 
willingness to buy is not significant. 
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B. Type II: Extension to low technology product 
The result of regression (1) is • 
CI = 63.2 + 3.47 C2 + 4.27 C3 - 2.40 C4 - 3.74 C5 + 
3.56C6 - 0.62 C7 - 8.06 C8 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p 
Constant 63.15 28.26 2.23 0.035 
C2 3,473 3.147 1.10 0.281 
C3 4.270 2.864 1.49 0.150 
C4 -2.396 4.632 -0.52 0.610 
C5 -3.738 2.936 -1-27 0.216 
‘ C6 3.564 2.362 1.51 0.145 
C7 -0.623 2.767 -0.23 0.824 
C8 -8,061 2.868 -2.81 0.010 
R-sq = 59.9% R-sq(adj) = 47.6% 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F p 
» s 
Regression 7 3634.1 519.2 4.90 0.002 
Error 23 2437.3 106.0 
d 
Total 30 6071.4 
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At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of the 
regression equation is significant. The overall quality of 
existing branded products (C8) has a negative and 
considerable association with the OPR (CI). This reveals 
that the attitudes of high consistent brand quality may be 
transferred to consumers during brand evaluation. This 
supports the hypothesis of H ” 
Out of the three measures of goodness of fit i.e. 
complementarity (C4), substitutability (C5) and technical 
production difficulty (C6), complementarity and 
substitutability have a negative associations with the OPR 
(CI). Substitutability has considerable influence on OPR. 
However, the beta coefficient of complementarity is 
insignificant• 
Technical production difficulty (C6) has a positive 
association with the OPR. 
(i). Importance of individual risk facets on 
wi1linqness to buv 
The result of the regression equation (2) is 
C9 = 4.32 - 0.0665 CIO + 0.0525 Cll - 0.0452 C12 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P 
Constant 4.3155 0.4519 9,55 0,000 
CIO -0.06650 0.03599 -1.85 0.076 
‘ « 
Cll 0.05249 0.03440 1.53 0.139 
•i . 、 
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C12 -0.04516 0.02424 -1.86 0.073 
R-sq = 16.7% R-sq(adj) = 7.4% 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS ，F P 
Regression 3 3.9950 1.3317 1.80 0.170 
Error 27 19.9405 0.7385 
Total 30 23.9355 
At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of the 
regression equation is not significant. Although perceived 
financial risk (CIO) and perceived social risk (C12) have 
a negative association with willingness to buy (C9), none 




6.3.2 Product extension wit力 a low perceived 
technology brand 
6.3.2.1 Effeci: of tAnhnoloav on individual perceiYea 
risk facets 
Table 6.2 shows the mean score of each of the three 
facets, i.e. the financial, performance and social risk in 
extension Type III and Type IV. Both of the perceived 
financial (p<0.05) and performance risk (p<0-05) in 
extension Type III is significantly higher than that of the 
extension Type IV. It indicates that, as the technology of 
extended product increases, the perceived financial and 
performance risk also increases. This statistically 
significant result support our hypotheses of H4 and H5. 
High technology products are usually more expensive. 
Therefore it is normal that perceived financial risk 
increases as the technology of the extended products 
increases. Also, high technology products are relatively 
complicated, it may have considerable performance risk. As 
a result, perceived performance risk increases as the 




Table 6.2 Comparing the mean scores of the three risk 
facets 
Financial Performance Social 
Risk Risk ，Risk 
Type III 31.65 29.03 14.58 
Type IV 4.00 8.87 11.03 
t values 12.65 8•50 2.80 
t at C•工.=95% 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Unlike the case of the high perceived technology 
brand, the mean score of perceived social risk in extension 
Type III is significantly higher than that of the extension 
of Type IV (p<0.05), it supports statistically the 
hypothesis of H^. 
For a brand name with a low perceived technological 
level, extension to products with high technology products 
exerts considerable social risk to consumers. It implies 
that the brand breadth of a low technology brand name is 
narrower. Consumers are not very receptive of its extended 
products. If the brand is going to extend to high 
technology and high involvement products, the brand name 





6.3.2.2 Factors affectiina the overall perceived risk 
attitudes 
I 
A- Type I: extension to high technology product 
The results of regression (1) is 
Cl= 43.5 + 6.12 C2 - 2.09 C3 - 2.37 C4 + 0.27 C5 + 
2.26 C6 - 1.84 C7 - 2.93 C8 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p 
Constant 43.50 33.47 1.30 0.207 
C2 6.122 4.728 1.29 0.208 
C3 -2.090 3.190 -0.66 0.519 
C4 -2.374 1.694 -1.40 0.175 
C5 0.266 1.314 0.20 0.841 
C6 2.262 2.334 0.97 0.342 
C7 -1.844 3.594 -0.51 0.613 
C8 -2.930 4.828 -0.61 0.550 
R-sq = 46.3% R-sq(adj) = 29.9% 
} 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F p 
Regression 7 4825,5 - 689.4 2.83 0.028 
« 
Error 23 5598.7 243.4 
Total 30 10424.2 
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At a confidence interval of 95%, the F-value of the 
regression equation is significant. The overall quality of 
existing branded products (C8) has a negative association 
with the overall Perceived Risk (OPR or CI) • However, 
contrary to the case of high perceived technology brand, 
the overall quality of the low perceived technology branded 
products do not have substantial influence on the OPR- This 
reveals that, in the case of extension to high technology 
products from low perceived technology brand, the attitude 
of the quality of the existing branded products may not be 
transferred to the extended high technology product. This 
finding does not support the hypothesis of H ” 
Of the three measures of goodness of fit i.e. 
complementarity (C4), substitutability (C5) and technical 
production difficulty (C6), none of them affects the OPR to 
a considerable extent. 
(i) Importance of i n d i v i d u a l _ _ r i s k _ f a c e t s _ o n 
y f i U i n m ^ ^ ^ to m y 
The result of the regression equation (3) is 
C9= 3.41 - 0.0097 CIO - 0,0356 Cll - 0,0096 C12 
» , 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P 
Constant 3•4147 0.7103 4.81 0.000 
CIO -0.00968 0.01925 -0.50 0.619 
Cll -0.03558 0.01892 -1.88 0.071 
# 
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CI2 -0.00959 0.02451 -0.39 0.699 
R—sq = 21.2% R-sq(adj) = 12.4% 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F P ， 
Regression 3 7.597 2.532 2.42 0.088 
Error 27 28.274 1.047 
Total 30 35.871 
At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of the 
regression equation is significant. Of the three risk 
facets, perceived financial risk (CIO), perceived 
performance risk (Cll) and perceived social risk (C12), 
all of them has a negative association with willingness to 
buy. However, only the beta coefficient of performance risk 
is statistically significant. 
Contrary to the extension of high perceived technology 
brand to high technology product, the perceived performance 
risk is particularly high for the extension of high 
technology product from low perceived technology brand. 
B. Type II: Extension to low technology product 
The result of regression (1) is 
CI = 11.9 + 3.88 C2 + 1.87 C3 - 3.71 C4 + 3.31 C5 




Predictor coef Stdev t-ratio P 
Constant 11.86 11.22 1.06 0.302 
C2 3.875 1.784 2.17 0.041 
C3 1.874 1.690 l . H , 0.279 
C4 -3,713 1-401 -2.65 ••015 
C5 3.311 1.349 2.45 0.023 
• C6 -2.936 1.916 -1.53 0.140 
C7 1.649 1.859 0.89 0.385 
C8 0.440 1.640 0.27 0.791 
R-sq = 50.7% R-sq(adj) = 34.9% 
Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE DF SS MS F p 
Regression 7 1197.76 171.11 3.23 0.016 
Error 22 1166.94 53.04 
Total 29 2364.70 
• 
At a confidence interval of 95%, the F value of the 
regression equation is significant. Similar to the 
extension of high technology products, the overall quality 
of existing branded products (C8) does not has a negative 
association with the OPR (CI). This does not supports the 
'hypothesis of H,. 
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Out of the three measures of goodness of fit, 
complementarity (C4), substitutability (C5) and technical 
production difficulty (C6), complementarity has a negative 
and significant influence on the OPR (CI). 
(i) Tmporliance of individual ri sK f^P^tg OP 
w m i n c p e s s to buv 
The result of the regression equation (2) is 
C9 = 2.59 + 0-102 CIO + 0.0229 Cll + 0.0028 C12 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio • P 
Constant 2.5917 0.5436 4.77 0.000 
C15 0.10183 0.09538 1.07 0.296 
C16 0.02289 0.03255 0.70 0.488 
C17 0.00284 0.03386 0.08 0.934 
R-sq = 6 . 6 % R-sq(adj) = 0 . 0 % 
Analysis of Variance • 
SOURCE DF SS MS F P 
Regression 3 1.5538 0.5179 0.62 0-610 
Error 26 21.8128 0.8390 
Total 29 23.3667 . 
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Of the three risk facets, perceived financial risk 
(CIO), perceived social risk (C12), perceived social risk, 




Implications for Marketing Practitioners 
Since this was an exploratory study involving students 
in the Faculty of Business Administration as the subjects, 
it would be immature to make any final conclusion on the 
relationship between the three risk facets and the 
technological level of the original branded products in a 
general context. 
However, if future research validates the instrument 
and results involving the general public as the study 
group, then the following suggestions and implications 
would seem warranted. 
7.1 Implications 
1. In all four types of brand extensions studied, 
the variation in respondents' willingness to buy the 
extended products is explained partially by the three risk 
facets• For different types of extensions, the amount of 
variation explained is also different from each other. 
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In order to have a successful brand extension, 
different degree of emphasis of marketing effort may be 
spent in different types of brand extensions to reduce 
consumers' perceived level of risk. 
In Type I extensions, social risk is found to be the 
significant risk facet which affect subjects' willingness 
to buy the extended product. Marketing strategy may be 
devised to reduce specifically consumers' social risk. 
2. For brand extensions involving original brands of 
high perceived level of technology, the magnitude of the 
three risk facets increases as the technology of the 
extended products increases• 
This findings prompt the management to look for ways 
to reduce the level of risk facets of consumers if the 
extension involves products that are perceived to be of 
high level of technology. 
3. For brand extension involving original brands of 
low perceived level of technology, performance risk and 
financial increases as the perceived level of technology of 
the extended product increases. 
This finding implies that brands that are currently 
making technically simple products (clothes, carpets) may 
need to have more marketing efforts be put into it to 
reduce consumers‘ perceived financial and performance risk 




4. In Type I and II extensions, the perceived risk 
attitude is found to be associated positively with the 
perceived level of production difficulty in making the 
extended product. Marketers may need to specifically 
convey to consumers the message of their ability to make 
the extension. 
5. One phenomenon to be noted is that the perceived 
level of quality of the existing branded products affects 
the perceived risk attitude of consumers. 
Therefore a successful extension may demand transfer 
of a favourable quality image from the original brand. This 
requires spending on advertising a message that promote the 
quality image of products of the existing brand. The carry-
over effect of a favourable quality image is important in 
brand extension. 
6. Perceived fit between the existing products and 
the extended products is found to be important in the 
reduction of consumers‘ perceived risk in technically 
simple extensions. A greater transfer of positive affect to 
the new products is enhanced by this perceptual fit between 
the current products and new products. 
f 
Brands that make technically simple extensions may 
find it useful to encourage consumers to build up a 
favourable perceived fit between the current products and 
future products. Consumers may then consider the extension 
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as a logical one. As a result level of perceived risk will 
be reduced. 
7.2 Recommendations 
From the analyses and marketing implications in the 
previous sections, we can then recommend some strategic and 
tactical actions that may be of interest to marketers who 
are going to carry out brand extensions. At the strategic 
level, marketing people need to focus on the positioning of 
the extended product, building up of a strong association 
with the brand, establishing a fit between the extended 
product and the brand. They should also spend effort in 
building up a communication program with the consumer. 
Tactically, the advertising and promotion mix can be fine-
tuned to fulfil the objectives set in the communication 
program. 
7.2.1 Type I extension: technically complex brands making 
technically complex products 
From Phase 11 research, risk attitude is found to 
possess a negative association with the perceived quality 
level of current products, the complementarity variable of 
the perceived fit between the current and new products. As 
a result, consideration taken in positioning of extended 
products must be based on this relationship• In order to 
transfer attitudes towards .a brand's current to its new 
products, consumers have to construct an attitude toward 
the brand's current product. Therefore consumer-valued 
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characteristics of the current branded products should be 
identified. This favourable product attributes are 
communicated to the consumers and are responsible for 
formation of attitude towards the extended products. A 
communication program is essential for emphasizing the 
quality of the current products, complementarity of the new 
product with the current products and ability of the 
company to make the new product to the public. 
To lower the perceived social risk involved in the 
purchase, one possible advertising strategy is the using of 
an opinion leader of the . target customer group in 
delivering the message of favourable product attributes to 
the target consumers. 
Even though perceived risk level increases with 
increase in perceived level of technology of the extended 
products, this negative effect on consumers' perception can 
be neutralized if consumers perceived the brand as having 
the technical and production ability to make the extension. 
Moreover, overall quality of the existing branded product 
perceived by consumers can have significant leverage effect 
in reducing the level of risk perceived in the purchase of 
the extended products. 
In conclusion, marketers should pay great attention to 
building up of a favourable image of both the current and 
the new products in Type 工 extension. 
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7.2.2 Type II extension: technically complex brand making 
technically simple products 
In this type of extension, risk attitude is also found 
to possess a negative association with the perceived 
quality level of current products• The effect of the 
quality of the current products is the most significant 
factor affecting consumers' risk attitude towards the 
extension. 
The perceived technical and production difficulty in 
making the product and the technological level of the 
extended product (which is low in Type 11 extension) also 
affect the perceived risk attitude to some extent. 
As general perception of quality associated with the 
brand name is a key ingredient in its successful extension, 
marketers should concentrate their resources in promoting 
a high quality image for the family brand name. However, a 
reputation for high quality is difficult to build up as 
consumer perception towards quality is intangible and it is 
not necessarily based upon specific attribute association. 
The challenge for the marketers is to achieve a perception 
of high quality which is sometimes more difficult than 
actually delivering high product quality. 
Effect of perceived technical and production 
difficulty in producing the new product is based upon 
perceived fit between the technical and production know-how 
in making the current and the new products. For diverse 
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extension involving technically simple extensions such as 
IBM's jeans in our questionnaire, eonsumers evaluate the 
new product by referring to the past experience with the 
existing products. This give marketers ample room to 
manipulate the existing marketing and promotion mix of 
current products in order to build up a strong quality 
image. The spill-over effect of a good quality image from 
parent brand will reduce the level of risk perceived by the 
consumers towards the extension. 
7.2.3 Type III extension: technically simple brand making 
technically simple products. 
For this type of extension, brand preference and 
willingness to buy the new product are found to be affected 
by consumers‘ perceived performance risk attitude. This 
t . 
reminds marketers that extension to technically complex 
products require spending of tremendous marketing effort to 
show the reliability of the new product• Demonstration of 
reliability of the new product may be considered an 
effective way of communicating the reliability message to 
the consumers rather than using the same marketing strategy 
as in Type I extension; For the perceived risk attitude, 
it is found out that subjects considered complementarity 
between the current and new product as an important factor 
in affecting their risk attitude. Features of the extended 
product -that enable the consumer to build an association of 
the new product with the existing products should be 
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stressed in the advertising program to alleviate consumers' 
worry about the extension. 
Moreover, consumers' perception on the technological 
level of the new product affects the perceived risk 
attitude in a significant way which may be the biggest 
hinderance to the success of Type III extension. And 
management should consider carefully whether this type of 
extension is necessary or not as the reciprocal impact of 
Type III extension on the original brand may be detrimental 
to the company's future strategic development and success. 
If management favours this type of extension, then the 
marketers should take every possible action to reduce 
chances of failure of the extension and the subsequent 
negative reciprocal effect on the original brand-
7.2.4 Type IV extension: technically simple brands 
making technically simple progucts 
The overall risk perceived by subjects is relatively 
low compared with Type I and Type III extension which 
involve the making of technically complex products. Because 
of the low technology involved in the extension, 
willingness to buy the new product is not affected 
significantly by the three risk facets. Marketers who are 
responsible for carrying out Type IV extensions may 
concentrate their efforts in finding out factors which 
affect consumers' willingness to buy the extended products. 
And thus marketing efforts can be put into those factors to 
increase chance of success of the extension. 
i 
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To summarize, new products typically must stay close 
to the company's existing brands, fit production and 
distribution strength and satisfy consumer needs. It is up 
to the marketers to decide which type of brand extension, 
in terms of level of technology of the existing and new 
products, they would like to choose. And special attention 
must be given to each type of extension to cater for the 







There are two limitations in this study that ought to 
be mentioned. 
Firstly, answering the questionnaire requires . 
considerable thinking and comprehension power as some of 
the concepts being asked are new to the subjects. Although 
thorough briefing has been given to the subjects, 
misinterpretation of the questionnaires may still exist. 
Secondly, response biases and non-response biases may 
occur. The subjects might give socially desirable answers 
to the questions. 
Moreover, the students involved in this study might 
not have the actual purchase experience of certain brand's 
I 
products mentioned in the questionnaires. Their perceptions 
on the brands might be based on advertisements, comments 
from friends and relatives. However, the primary focus of 
this study is to study the effect of perceived level of 
technology of original brand and extended product category 
on the risk attitude towards the brand extension. 
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requirement for actual purchase experience of the product 







Despite the limitations, the results of our research 
reveal some interesting aspects of the relationship between 
the three perceived risk facets (financial,performance and 
social risk) and technological level of extended products. 
The results suggest that perceived technological level of 
the extended products helps determine evaluation process 
and that perceived degree of fit between existing and new 
product, perceived quality of existing products and the 
risk attitude of consumers toward brand extensions are 
closely linked. 
Some overall primary conclusions can be drawn from the 
results of this study• First, perceived level of financial 
risk towards a brand extension varies inversely with level 
of technology of the extended product. Second, perceived 
level of performance risk towards a brand extension varies 
inversely with level of technological of the extended 
product. Third, perceived level of social risk towards a 
brand extension varies inversely with level of technology 
of the extended product with the exception of Type IV 
I 番 港 中 文 大 學 趣 書 耗 拔 翥 
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extensions which involves technically simple brands making 
technically simple products. Four, in different types of 
technology specific extensions, consumers' perceived risk 
attitude towards the extensions are affected by different 
variables. 
To the extent that the process of answering the 
questionnaires mirrored aspects of actual product 
evaluation, the results also provide insights into the way 
brand extension evaluation is influenced by level of 
technology of extended product, quality of existing 
products and the perceived fit between existing and new 
products• 
Recommendations have also been made for marketers who 
conduct brand extensions involving technically complex and 






Suggestion for Future Research 
Our study has focused on risk perceptions of consumers 
toward brand extensions in relation to changes in 
technological level of the extended products. In addition, 
our study also focused on the identification of factors 
affecting consumers' overall risk perception towards four 
technologically different types of brand extension. 
Future study on brand extension may investigate: 
« 
10.1 Reciprocal effect on the original brand name 
Impact of the extension on the original brand may be 
positive which enhance both name recognition of the brand 
and associations with favourable attributes. However, the 
impact may be damaging by creating new associations or by 
t -
confusing the current ones. 
10.2 Effect of perceived return attitude on willingness to 
buy the extended products 
Perceived return on brand extension may significantly 
affect consumer's willingness to buy the extended products• 
-
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This variable may be important in explaining consumers‘ 
attitude towards extensions involving both low involvement 
and high involvement purchases. 
10.3 Effect of perceived expertise and trustworthiness of 
the company on brand extension 
Previous study have focused on information cues about 
products alone. Other aspects of the company credibility, 
besides technical and production difficulty asked in this 
study, may be explored. 
f 
m 
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1. complementary products: Products which can be used 
together (e.g., socks and shoes, toothpaste and tooth 
brush) 
2. Substitute products: Products which replace one 
another (e.g., scissors and paper cutter) 
3. Probability of Financial Loss: Chances you stand to 
loss money if you try a product which cost more than it 
should or it won't work at all. 
4. Probability of Performance risk: Chaced that there 
will be something wrong with the product or it will not 
perform properly. 
5. Probability of Social Risk: Chaced of buying a 
t 
product which makes your friends think less highly of you. 
6. Importance of Financial Risk: Importance of the 
amount of money you lost in -a bad purchase. 
o 
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7. Importance of performance Risk: Importance of the 
consequences as a result of the malfunctioning of the 
product you purchased. 
8. Importance of Social Risk: Importance of the social 
consequences as a result of a purchase (You have purchased 
a real cutting edge stylistic suits. Your friends can't 
help laughing at you as you wear it. If your friends' 
comments are important to you, the importance of social 
risk is high.) 
9. High involvement product: product that is more 
important to the consumer, is related to the consumer's 
self-identity, and involve risk. Purchasing the product 
worth the consumer's time and energies to consider other 
product alternatives more carefully. 
10. Low involvement product: Product that is less 
important to the consumer. Identity with the product is 
low. It may not worth the consumer's time and effort to 
search for information about brands and to consider a wide 
range of alternatives. 
General Information 
This is a part of a consumer behaviour research project studying 
the opinion of students in relation to BRAND EXTENSION. 
1. Please answer the questions according to the way you feel. 
2. It is important that you answer MiL of the questions since 
each question serves an important function in the overall 
results. 
Qiies-fcionnaire 
The questions ask you feelings about PROPOSED BRAND EXTENSION. 
Please indicate how important each dimension is to you as a 
consumer using the following scale. 
1 = extremely low 2 = very low 3 = fairly low 
4 = average 5 = fairly high 6 = very high 
7 = extremely high 
Please CIRCLE the desired scale in the questionnaire. 
、 
NOTE- THIS QUESTIONNAIRE CONSISTS OF 3 SECTIONS OF 
IDENTICAL QUESTIONS, ONLY EXCEPT FOR THE BRAND 
NAME AND THE PRODUCT PRODUCED. 
> » 
IBM — Jeans 
1. IBM is going to produce jeans. How do you feel about IBM's jeans with respect to the foUowings? 
a) the level of technology relative to jeans produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) the level of quality relative to jeans produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Complementary products = Products which can be used together 
(e,g. socks and shoes, toothpaste and tooth brush) 
Substitute products = Products which replace one another 
(e.g. scissors and paper cutter) 
c) the level of complementarity to IBM's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
d) the level of substitutabilitv to IBM's existing products . 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
e) the level of technological or production difficulty IBM will have in producing jeans 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
2. For the existing products of IBM, how do you feel about... 
a) their overall level of technology 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) their overall level of quality 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Probability of Financial Loss = Chances you stand to lose money if you try a product which cost 
more than it should or it won’t work at all 
Probability of Performance Risk: Chances that there will be something wrong with the product or 
it will not perform properly 
Probability of Social Risk = Chances of buying a product which makes your friends think less 
highly of vou 
3. You are going to buy a pair of leans produced by IBM. How do you feel about... 




extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) the probability of performance risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
c) the probability of social risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Importance of Financial = Importance of the amount of money vou lost in a had purchase 
Loss 
(e.g. You lost $1000 in a bad purchase. If the $1000 is a substantial amount of your saving, the 
financial loss is very important to you.) 
Importance of = Tmpnrtanre of the consequences as a result of the malfunctioning of 
Performance Risk the product you purchased 
You went for a presentation but your performance is poor as a result of the malfunctioning of the 
newly purchased slide projector. If the presentation is important toyou, the importance of performance 
risk is high.) 
Importance of Social Risk = Importance of the social consequences as a result of a purchase 
(e.g. You have purchased a real cutting edge stylistic suits. Your friends can't help laughing at you as 
you wear it. If your friends* comments are important to you, the importance of social risk is high.) 
4. You have bought a pair of IBM，s leans. How do you feel about... 
a) the importance of financial risk if it is torn and you lost the money in the purchase 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
b) the importance of performance risk if you feel uncomfortable wearing it 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
c) the importance of social risk if you hear bad comments, like it doesn't suit you, from your 
friends 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
5. What level of willingness will you have in buying a pair of jeans produced by IBM if you are going 
to buy one? 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely higji 
i s 
. : 
• . . .• ‘ • . 
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BMW — Microwave Oven 
1. BMW is going to produce microwave oven. How do you feel about BMW's microwave oven with 
respect to the followings? 
a) the level of technology relative to microwave oven produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) the level of quality relative to microwave oven produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Complementary products = Products which can be used together 
(e.g. socks and shoes, toothpaste and tooth brush) 
Substitute products = Products which replace one another 
(e.g. scissors and paper cutter) 
c) the level of complementarity to BMW's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
d) the level of substitutabilitv to BMWs existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
e) the level of technological or prndiiction difficulty BMW will have in producing microwave 
oven 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
2. For the existing products of BMW, how do you feel about... 
a) their overall level of technology 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) their overall level of quality 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely hig i^ 
Probability of Financial Loss = Chances you stand to lose money if you try a product which £Ost 
more than it should or it woii*t work at all 
Probability of Performance Risk: Chances that there will be something wrong with the product or 
it will not perform properly 
Probability of Social Risk = Chances of buying a product which makes your friends think less 
二 highly of von 
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3. You are going to buy a microwave oven produced by BMW. How do you feel about … 
a) the probability of financial risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) the probability of performance risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
c) the probability of social risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Importance of Financial : Importance of the amount of money vou lost in a bad purchase 
Loss . 
(e,g. You lost $1000 in a bad purchase. If the $1000 is a substantial amount of your saving, the 
financial loss is very important to you,) • 
Importance of = Tn,pnrfmirj> nfthe consequences as a result of the malfunctioning of 
Performance Risk the product you purchased 
(e.g. You went for a presentation but your performance is poor as a result of the malfunctioning of the 
newly purchased slide projector. If the presentation is important toyou, the importance of performance 
risk is high.) 
Importance of Social Risk = Importance of the social consequences as a result of a purchase 
(e.g. You have purchased a real cutting edge stylistic suits. Your friends can't help laughing at you as 
you wear it. If your friends' comments are important to you，the importance of social risk is high.) 
4. You have bought a BMW*s microwave oven. How do you feel about ... 
a) the importance of financial risk if it is out of order and you lost the money in the purchase 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
b) the importance of performance risk if it doesn't perform well 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
c) the importance of social risk if you hear bad comments from your friends 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 、 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
5. What level of willingness will you have in buying a microwave oven produced by BMW if you are 
going to buy one? •、 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
• . 
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Yasaki — T-shirt 
1. Yasaki is going to produce T-shirt. How do you feel about Yasaki^s T-shirt with respect to the 
followings? 
a) the level of technology relative to T-shirt produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
b) the level of quality relative to T-shirt produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
Complementary products = Products which can be used together 
(e.g. socks and shoes, toothpaste and tooth brush) 
Substitute products = Products which replace one another 
(e.g. scissors and paper cutter) 
c) the level of complementarity to Yasaki's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
d) the 丨eve丨 of substitutability to Yasaki's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
e) the level of technological or production difficulty Yasaki will have in producing T-shirt 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
2. For the existing products of Yasaki, how do you feel about ... 
a) their overall level of technology 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely h i ^ 
b) their overall level of quality 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
Probability of Financial Loss = Chances you stand to lose money if you try a product which cost 
more than it should or it won,t work at all 
Probability of Performance Risk: Chances that there will be something wronpwith the product； or 
it will not perform properly 
Probability of Social Risk = Chances of buying a product which makes your friends think les? 
highly of you 
攀 
3. You are going to buy a T-shirt produced by Yasaki. How do you feel about... 
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a) the probability of financial risk ‘ 、 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 e x t r e m e _ 
b) the probability of performance risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 咖 m e _ 
c) the probability of social risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 e a r e m e _ 
Importance of Financial = Importance of the amount of money vou lost in a had purchase 
Loss . . . 
(e.g. You lost $1000 in a bad purchase. If the $1000 is a substantial amount of your saving, the 
financial loss is very important to you.) . 
Importance of = TmpnrtnnrP. nfthe conseouences as a result of the malfunctioning oj 
Performance Risk the product you purchased 也 , • , , 
(e.g. You went for a presentation but your performance is poor as a result of the malfunctioning of the 
newly purchased slide projector. If the presentation is important to you’ the importance of performance 
risk is high.) , . . 
Importance of Social Risk = Importance of the social consequences as a result of a purchase 
(e,g. You have purchased a real cutting edge stylistic suits. Your friends can't help laughing atyou as 
you wear it. If your friends’ comments are important to you, the importance of social risk is high.) 
4. You have bought a Yasaki's T-shirt. How do you feel about... 
a) the importance of financial risk if it is torn and you lost the money in the purchase 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
b) the importance of performance risk if you feel uncomfortable when you wear it 
extremely extremely 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
c) the importance of social risk if you hear bad comments, like it doesn't suit you, from your 
friends , 
extremely 卩xtremdy 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
5. What level of willingness will you have in buying a T-shirt produced by Yasaki if you are going to 
buy one? 





Sparkle — Photocopier 
1. Sparkle is going to produce photocopier. How do you feel about Sparkle's photocopier with respect 
to the Mowings? 
a) the Wei of technology relative to photocopier produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 ‘ 5 6 7 咖melyhigb 
b) the level of quality relative to photocopier produced by other companies 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
Complementary products = Products which can be used together 
(e.g. socks and shoes, toothpaste and tooth brush) 
Substitute products = Products which replace one another 
(e.g. scissors and paper cutter) 
c) the Ipvel of complementarity to Sparkle's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
d) the level of substitutabilitY to Sparkle's existing products 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
e) the IPVPI of technolnp'^^^ or i>rodi»rfinn difTicultv Sparkle will have in producing 
photocopier 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremelyhi^ 
2. For the easting products of Sparkle, how do you feel about... 
a) their overall level of technology 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
b) their overall level of Quality 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
Probability of Financial Loss : Chances you stand to lose money if you try a product which c^ 
more than it should or it wnn，t work at al! 
Probability of Performance Risk: Chances that there will be something wronff with the product or 
it will not perform properly 
Probability of Social Risk = Chances of buying a product which makes your friends think les$ 
highly of vou 
3. You are going to buy a photocopier produced by Sparkle. How do you feel about … 
I 
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a) the probability of financial risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely higji 
b) the probability。f performance risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely high 
c) the probability of social risk 
extremely low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremdyhigji 
4. Ymi hriv^ a Sparkle's photocopier. How do you feel about... 
the imnortance of financial risk if it is out of order and you lost the money in the purchase 
) e x t r e m e l y ， 产， l y 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
b) thp^  itnpnrtanpe of performance risk if it doesn't perform well 
extremely f \ 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
the itnnnrtance of social risk if you hear bad comments from your friends 
) e x t r ； ^ ， 她 eTly 
unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 important 
5. What iFVP丨 of willingness will you have in buying a photocopier produced by Sparkle if you are going 
to buy one? 




rrFNFRAL INFORMATION 、 
THIS IS A PART OF A CONSUMER BEHAVIOR RESEARCH PROJECT STUDYING THE OPINION 
OF STUDENTS IN RELATION TO BRAND PREFERENCE. TfflS PROJECT IS BEING 
CONDUCTED BY A GROUP OF STUDENTS AS PART OF THEIR DEGREE REQUIREMENT. 
YOUR COOPERATION IS GREATLY APPRECIATED. 
1 TfflS IS NOT A TEST OF KNOWLEDGE OR ABILITY AND THU3, THERE IS NO RIGHT 
OR WRONG ANSWER. PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS STRICTLY ACCORDING TO 
THE WAY YOU FEEL. 
2 IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU ANSWER ^ OF THE QUESTIONS AS CAREFULLY AS 
• POSSIBLE SINCE EACH QUESTION SERVES AN IMPORTANT FUNCTION IN THE 
OVERALL RESULTS. 
Questionnaire 
There are 4 sections in this questionnaire. Each sections consists of 21 questions which ask your feelings 
about the technological, price and quality level of various brands and products. 
I. Brand Name 
A. Technolo^cal level 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technological level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 w r^y high 
technology technology 
1. Rolex 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
2. Titus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Rolls Royce 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 
4. Nissan 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
5. Sanyo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Christian Dior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Esko 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
8. Porsche 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
9. Philips 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Hitachi 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 
11. Kenwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
12. Reebok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Yasaki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Slazenger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Jive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Esprit 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 ‘ 
17. YSL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Pierre Cardin 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
19. IBM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Revlon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Olympus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
« 
B. Qualtiy 
The following questions ask you about the view on the quality level of the products gf the brand. 
Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
quality quality 
1. Rolex 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Titus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Rolls Royce 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Nissan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Sanyo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Christian Dior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ， 
7. Esko 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Porsche 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Philips 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Hitachi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Kenwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Reebok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Yasaki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Slazenger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Jive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Esprit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. YSL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Pierre Cardin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. IBM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Revlon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Olympus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C. Price 
The following questions ask you about the vaew on the price level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
price price 
1. Rolex 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Titus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Rolls Royce 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Nissan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Sanyo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Christian Dior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Esko 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Porsche 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Philips 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Hitachi 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 
11. Kenwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Reebok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ’、 
13. Yasaki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Slazenger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Jive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Esprit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. YSL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Pierre Cardin 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 
19. IBM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Revlon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Olympus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
/ 
D. Type of product 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technology level r e q u i r e d t o 
manufacture the following types of products. Please answer 
the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
technology technology 
I. video camera 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2• Electronic 
typewriter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Video camera 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 • Walkman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Discman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Karaoke Set 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. TV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Automobile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 • Personal 
computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Mobile phone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
II. Pager 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Microwave oven 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Cordless indoor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 phone 
14. Swimming suits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Carpet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Electrical 
shaver 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Spectacles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Contact lens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Furniture 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Jewellery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Skin lotion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I , 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
THIS IS A PART OF A CONSUMER BEHAVIOR RESEARCH PROJECT STUDYING THE OPINION 
OF STUDENTS IN RELATION TO BRAND PREFERENCE. THIS PROJECT IS BEING 
CONDUCTED BY A GROUP OF STUDENTS AS PART OF THEIR DEGREE REQUIREMENT. 
YOUR COOPERATION IS GREATLY APPRECIATED. 
1 THIS IS NOT A TEST OF KNOWLEDGE OR ABILITY AND THUS, THERE IS NO RIGHT 
OR WRONG ANSWER. PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS STRICTLY ACCORDING TO 
THE WAY YOU FEEL. 
2 r r IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU ANSWER ALL OF THE QUESTIONS AS CAREFULLY AS 
POSSIBLE SINCE EACH QUESTION SERVES AN IMPORTANT FUNCTION IN THE 
OVERALL RESULTS. 
Questionn^e 
There are 4 sections in this questionnaire. Each sections consists of 21 questions which ask your feelings 
about the technological, price and quality level of various brands and products. 
I. Brand Name 
A. Technolo^cal level 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technological level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
technology technology 
1. Tudor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Seiko 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Sharp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Mercedes Benz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Toyota 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Mazada 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Daihatsu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Toshiba 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. JVC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Nike 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Addidas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Wilson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Polo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Sacchi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Giordino 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Sparkle 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 、、 
17. Max Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Minolta 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Omega 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Charles Jordan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. BMW 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
B. Qualtiy 
The following questions ask you about the view on the quality level of the products of the brand. 
Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
quality quality 
1. Tudor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Seiko 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Sharp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Mercedes Benz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Toyota 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
'6. Mazada 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Daihatsu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Toshiba 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. JVC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Nike 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Addidas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Wilson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Polo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Sacchi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Giordino 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Sparkle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Max Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Minolta 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Omega 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Charles Jordan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. BMW 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C. Price 
The following questions ask you about the view on the price level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
price price 
1. Tudor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Seiko 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Sharp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Mercedes Benz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Toyota 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Mazada 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Daihatsu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Toshiba 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. JVC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Nike 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Addidas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Wilson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ’、 
13. Polo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Sacchi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Giordino 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Sparkle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Max Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Minolta 1 2 3 4 ‘ 5 6 7 
19. Omega 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Charles Jordan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. BMW 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
95 
D. Type of product 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technology level r e q u i r e d t o 
manufacture the following types of products. Please answer 
the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
te^nology ^ , ^ technology 
1. wrist watch 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
2. T-shirt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Lips stick 1 2 3 4 5 ‘ 6 1 
4. Perfume 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Antibiotic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Jacket 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I. Running shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Handbag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Calculator 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
10. Electronic 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 
pocket diary « 
II. Bicycle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. camera 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Paint 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. CD player 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Packaged tour 1 2 3 4 5 & / 
16. Refrigerator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Air conditioner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Fax machine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Photocopier 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Tennis racket 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Golf swing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
» » 
FYRKPHR AT. INFORMATION 
THIS IS A PART OF A CONSUMER BEHAVIOR RESEARCH PROJECT STUDYING THE OPINION 
OF STUDENTS IN RELATION TO BRAND PREFERENCE. THIS PROJECT IS BEING 
CONDUCTED BY A GROUP OF STUDENTS AS PART OF THEIR DEGREE REQUIREMENT. 
YOUR COOPERATION IS GREATLY APPRECIATED. 
1 THIS IS NOT A TEST OF KNOWLEDGE OR ABILITY AND THUS, THERE IS NO RIGHT 
‘ OR W R O N G ANSWER. PLEASE A N S W E R T H E QUESTIONS STRICTLY ACCORDING T O 
THE WAY YOU FEEL. 
2 IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU ANSWER ALL OF THE QUESTIONS AS CAREFULLY AS 
• POSSIBLE SINCE EACH QUESTION SERVES AN IMPORTANT FUNCTION IN THE 
OVERALL RESULTS. 
Questionnaire 
There are 4 sections in this questionnaire. Each sections consists of 21 questions which ask your feelings 
about the technological, price and quality level of various brands and products. 
I. Brand Name 
A. Technological level 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technological level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
technology technology 
1. Honda 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Hallmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. National 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Jaguar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Fiat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Casio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Suzuki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Sony 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Pioneer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Timberland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Prince 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Texwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. GoldUon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Crocodile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Playboy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Apple 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 , 
17. Puma 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Seagull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Dunlop 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Cannon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Yamaha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
« 
B. Qualtiy 
The following questions ask you about the view on the quality level of the products of the brand. 
Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
quality , — t y 
1. Honda 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
2. Hallmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. National 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Jaguar 1 ^ 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Fiat 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
6. Casio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Suzuki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Sony ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Pioneer 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
10. Timberland 1 2 3 4 5 t I 
11. Prince 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Texwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 
13. GoldUon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Crocodile 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 
15. Playboy 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 
16. Apple 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. P u L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Seagull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Dunlop 1 2 3 4 5 0 / 
20. Cannon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Yamaha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C. Price 
The following questions ask you about the view on the price level of the products of the 
brand. Please answer the questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very high 
price P 脇 
1. Honda 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
2. Hallmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. National 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Jaguar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Rat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Casio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Suzuki 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Sony 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Pioneer 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
10. Timberland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Prince 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Texwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. GoldUon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Crocodile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Playboy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Apple 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Puma 1 2 3 ， 4 5 6 7 
18. Seagull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Dunlop 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Cannon 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Yamaha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
D. Type of product 
The following questions ask you about the view on the technology level r e q u i r e d t o 
manufacture the following types of products. Please answer 
？he questions strictly according to the way you feel. 
1 n 9 3 4 5 6 7 very high very low l 2 3 4 d technology 
technology ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Lawn mower ^ o ^ 4 5 6 7 
2. Motorbike 1 2 3 4 5 b / 
3. Sleeping pills 1 2 3 J ^ 6 1 
4. Vaccine ^ i a ^ fk i 
5. Clocks • ] 2 3 ! 5 : ; 
6. Electronic 1 2 j 马 dictionary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Hair dryer 1 2 3 4 ^ 7 8. Hi-fi system 1 2 3 4 5 b 
9. Birhtday card ] I l ： s 6 7 
10. Tie 二 = R 6 7 
11. Leather shoes 1 2 ^ 4 0 
12. Wallet/purse 1 2 3 4 I I -j 
13. Track suit ^ ^ ^ 4 5 6 7 
14. Earrings ^ i a ^ f. 7 
15. Children's wear 1 2 3 4 ^ o 
16. Electrical fan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Lamp ^ ^ 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Jeans ^ Z t a t c. 7 
19. Pinao 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Guiter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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